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RESPONSE TO OFFICE ACTION 

Dear Sir: 

This responds to the Office Action dated July 19, 2004, alleging that 
claims 7-1 1 , 14-20, 21-23, and 26-28 are unpatenable under 35 U.S.C. S. 102 
because they are anticipated by Vaithyanathan. In addition, the Office Action 
dated July 19, 2004, rejected claims 12-14 and 24-25 under 35 U.S.C. S. 103 as 
being unpatenable over Vaithyanathan in view of Register. 

Claims 7-11, 14-20, 21-23, and 26-28 are patentable under 35 U.S.C. S. 
102 in view of Vaithyanathan. Moreover, claims 12-14 and 24-25 are patentable 
under 35 U.S.C. S. 103 over Vaithyanathan in view of Register. 

With regards to claim 7, Vaithyanathan does not teach a method of mining 
a collection of data to identify related concepts which occur at a frequency 
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greater than a configurable threshold. The Examiner has offered no indication 
that it does. 

Also, Vaithyanathan does not teach or suggest "converting the received 
data into a common format." The Examiner has suggested this is taught at col. 
10, lines 43-59. However, col. 10, lines 43-59 at most provides for Programmers 
implementing the invention in Vaithyanathan so that cluster summary data may 
be presented in a user friendly interactive interface. Applicants invention is for 
converting a large amount of data into a common format, in order to facilitate 
analysis for concept extraction. This is not taught or suggested in Vaithyanathan. 

Also, Vaithyanathan does not teach or suggest "combining the converted 
data discussed above into clauses of related data." The Examiner suggests this 
is taught at lines 60-67 of col. 10 and Figure 6A. At most, lines 60-67 of col. 10 
introduce an example related to principal component analysis (PCA). Applicant 
fails to see how this teaches "combining the converted received data into clauses 
of related data." Moreover, as discussed above, applicant fails to see where 
Vaithyanathan converts any data for the purposes of facilitating concept 
extraction. 

In addition, Vaithyanathan does not teach or suggest "attempting to 
associate a category with each word within each of the clauses." The Examiner 
suggests that this is taught at lines 1-5 of col. 1 1 . However, Applicant merely 
sees a reference to Figure 6B, which is a matrix, which seems to be unrelated to 
Applicants "attempting to associate a category with each word within each of the 
clauses." 

In addition, Vaithyanathan does not teach or suggest "identifying mutually 
dependent relationships between the categorized words, according to at least 
one rule defining mutually dependent relationships between categorized words." 
Although the Examiner has suggested that this is taught in Vaithyanathan, no 
location is provided. Importantly, Applicant could not locate any teaching or 



2 



Attorney Docket No.: JA999-1 1 8X 

suggesting of rules which define mutually dependent relationships between 
categorized words in Vaithyanathan. 

Moreover, Vaithyanathan does not teach or suggest "grouping the 
identified mutually dependent relationships into groups of related mutually 
dependent relationships." The Examiner suggests that this is taught at lines 52- 
57 of col. 1 1 and Figure 6F. Applicant fails to see how lines 52-57 and/or Figure 
6F anticipate "grouping the identified mutually dependent relationships into 
groups of related mutually dependent relationships." There is simply no mention 
of identified mutually dependent relationships, or any mention of grouping such 
relationships into groups of related mutually dependent relationships. 

Finally, Vaithyanathan does not teach or suggest "identifying unique 
concepts associated with the identified groups, wherein the identifying of unique 
concepts comprises recognizing the identified groups in which the related 
mutually dependent relationships exceed a configurable threshold." The 
Examiner suggests that this is taught at col. 1 1 , line 63 to col. 12, line 7. At best, 
it appears that a query which returns results is described. However, applicants 
invention pertains to mining a large collection of data and does not require a 
search query. Moreover, Vaithyanathan does not mention identifying unique 
concepts or exceeding a configurable threshold. 

As a result, claim 7 is patentable under 35 U.S.C. S. 102 over 
Vaithyanathan. Because, claims 8-20 depend from claim 7, they are also 
patentable over Vaithyanathan. For the same reasons, claims 21 -28 are also 
patentable under 35 U.S.C. S. 102 over Vaithyanathan. 

For the reasons provided above, claims 1214 and 24-25 are patentable 
under 35 U.S.C. S. 103 over Vaithyanathan in view of Register. Register fails to 
cure the deficiencies noted with respect to Vaithyanathan. 
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Claims 7-28 are believed to be in condition for allowance. The Examiner 
is cordially invited to telephone the undersigned at (408)927-3380 for any reason 
which would advance the instant application to allowance. 



IBM Corporation 
Almaden Research Center 
Intellectual Property Law C4TA/J2B 
San Jose, CA 95120-6099 
(408) 927-3380 



Respectfully submitted, 
Tohru Nagano et al. 





Mark C. McCabe 
Reg. No. 53,291 
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